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The arguments set forth by the Applicant's have been fully considered. In regards to 
the arguments concerning Schluter and Nennecker, the Applicants first argue that the 
stated motivation of the rejection goes against the teachings of Schluter. It is noted 
however in Schluter that the quieting chamber can be of circular segment for the cross- 
sectional area (see column 2, lines 45-49). Schluter discusses that the advantage is 
that the flush and contiguous with the planar end face is that it can neatly sweep all of 
the mixture from the chamber into the mold. Hence, the combination with Nennecker, 
since Nennecker teaches that the piston does not have to be flat and still have the end 
face be flush and contiguous with the inner surface of the chamber. The argument by 
the Applicant concerning the preventing a right angle flow of mixture is noted, however, 
upon examination of the figures, the chambers are located in right angles to one 
another therefore, there will be right angle to the flow of the mixture from one chamber 
to the next. In regards to claims 26 and 27, upon closer examination of the figures and 
in regards to the combination of the references for the rejection of the claims, the piston 
3 of Schluter is smaller than the piston 16 of the chamber, and Applicants disregard this 
by stating the planar end 7 of the piston. However, the combination of Schluter with 
Nennecker teaches this limitation. 

In regards to the arguments concerning the gas injection system, Schluter already 
teaches such a system. In addition, regarding claim 10, the claim as read merely states 
a gas injection system communicates with the mold valve chamber. The latter portion 
of the claim stating in response to a position of the mold valve piston can be interpreted 
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to the desired position before operating the injection, and it can also be interpreted that 
the piston affects when the gas injection system will be able to communicate. The prior 
interpretation is a process limitation while the latter interpretation of the claim is taught 
by Schluter (which has also been stated in the final rejection). 
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